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GAO United States 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

General Government Division 

B-246672 

November 7,199l 

The Honorable Herb Kohl 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Government 

Information and Regulation 
Committee on Governmental Affairs 
United States Senate 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This report responds to your request for information on (1) the use of 
population-related data in federal grant programs and (2) the potential 
implications of the proposed use of 1990 census adjusted population 
data by the federal government in direct allocations to states and local 
governments, This information should help the Subcommittee respond to 
its legislative directive to report to the Senate by February 1, 1992, on 
the use of the 1990 census Post Enumeration Survey (PELS) for purposes 
other than political apportionment. We provided preliminary informa- 
tion on these issues to the Subcommittee on August 9, 1991. 

Background The Bureau of the Census used the PES to estimate the extent to which 
the 1990 decennial census fully counted the population. The PES was a 
matching study in which the Bureau interviewed a sample of households 
several months after the census and compared the results to census 
questionnaires to determine if each sampled person was correctly 
counted, missed, or double-counted in the census.’ The net undercount 
as estimated by the PES was approximately 5.3 million persons-about 
2.1 percent of the resident census count of 248.7 million persons.2 

The PES and associated evaluations were the central methodology used 
by the Secretary of Commerce to decide whether or not to adjust the 1, 
1990 census to correct for net undercounts of the population. On July 
16, 1991, the Secretary announced his decision not to adjust.3 In his deci- 
sion, the Secretary noted there is general agreement that adjusted 
counts are more accurate than the census at the national level, but there 

‘See 1990 Census Adjustment: Estimating Census Accuracy - A Complex Task (GAO/GGD-91-42, 
Mar. 11,1991) for background on the methods and procedures used for the 1990 PFS. 

%e 1990 Census: Reported Net Undercount Obscured Magnitude of Error (GAO/GGD-91-113, Aug. 
22,199l) for a discussion of errors in the census as measured by the PES. 

“The July 15 deadline was established in the Stipulation and Order in The City of New York, et al., v. 
IJnited States Department of Commerce, et al., a lawsuit seeking statistical adjustment of the 1990 
census. The adjustment issue is still under litigation. 
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is disagreement about which set of numbers is more accurate at lower 
levels of geography. However, he requested that the Bureau incorporate, 
as appropriate, information from the PES into its intercensal estimates of 
the population. 

Between the decennial censuses, the Bureau uses surveys and other 
periodic programs to provide estimates of current population size and 
basic demographic characteristics. In the 199Os, the Bureau expects to 
prepare intercensal estimates annually for states, counties, and metro- 
politan statistical areas and biennially for incorporated places of 5,000 
or more persons and for minor civil divisions in selected states. 

Results in Brief A total of 100 federal programs providing grants at the state and local 
levels use population count or characteristic data, such as age or income, 
in formulas that allocate all or a portion of program grant money. These 
programs had total estimated obligations of about $116 billion in fiscal 
year 1991. However, the amount of funding influenced by population 
data was less than $116 billion because some programs allocated only a 
portion of their total grants through formulas that include population 
data elements. Although most programs use data from current popula- 
tion estimates between censuses, 30 of the 100 programs use data ele- 
ments in their formulas for which the decennial census is the only 
source of information, such as the number of persons living in “urban- 
ized areas.” 

While difficult to predict precisely, the general effect of using adjusted 
1990 census population data for federal funding purposes would likely 
be small as a percentage of total funding. This is because the level of 
funding is influenced by many factors, including the type of population 
data used, whether nonpopulation data (such as miles of road) are used, 
and whether other formula provisions set minimum or maximum alloca- 
tions. In addition, adjusted population data at the state level used by 
most funding formulas would vary relatively little from the unadjusted 
data. Using 1990 adjusted population data in place of the decennial 
census figures, we simulated allocations for three major federal pro- 
grams-social Services Block Grant, certain Federal-Aid Highway Pro- 
grams in which population is a factor, and Medicaid. Results showed 
that using adjusted data as the basis for allocations would have little 
relative effect on the distribution of annual funding to states. For the 
three programs we examined, less than half of a percent of total funding 
would be redistributed by using the revised population counts. However, 
by using the adjusted data, some individual states would incur estimated 
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changes of over $1 million in their allocations; the effect of such differ- 
ences becomes more substantial when applied over the course of an 
entire decade. 

There are two primary reasons why it might be possible for the Bureau 
to adjust intercensal population estimates for the 1990 census net 
undercount, even though the Secretary decided in July that the PES 
results could not support adjusting the census. First, more time is avail- 
able to perfect the methodology for adjustment. Second, estimates are 
not produced for very small geographic areas, such as census blocks, but 
only for larger levels of geography, such as states, counties, and cities. 

Because of the time involved to complete the necessary methodological 
research, the Bureau believes that any intercensal population estimates 
incorporating a correction for census undercoverage could not be made 
available before mid-1992 or early 1993. 

Objectives, Scope, and Our objectives were (1) to identify the federal formula programs that 

Methodology use population-related data in whole or in part to distribute funds and 
their estimated total obligations in fiscal year 1991, (2) to provide exam- 
ples of how using 1990 adjusted census population estimates in place of 
the official decennial census figures might affect funding allocations to 
states, and (3) to determine the status of Bureau efforts to integrate 
data on 1990 census undercounts into its population estimates. 

To meet the first objective, we updated material presented in our Sep- 
tember 1990 report on federal formula programs, which provided 
detailed information on programs using population data to allocate 
funds in fiscal year 1989.4 We reviewed the Catalog of Federal Domestic 
Assistance (CFDA) for fiscal years 1989-1991, the General Services l 

Administration’s (GSA) Federal Formula Report to Congress, and GSA'S 

information database on federal formula programs to identify programs 
using data on population counts or characteristics that had been added 
to or eliminated from the catalog since our 1990 report. We did not 
verify the accuracy of the GSA database. The 1991 CFDA also provided 
the estimated level of fiscal year 1991 grant obligations for the pro- 
grams identified. As agreed with your office, we are reporting total esti- 
mated grant obligations for these programs in fiscal year 1991. 

4Federal Formula Programs: Outdated Population Data Used to Allocate Most Funds (GAO/ 
mm-90-146, Sept. 27, 1990). 
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To meet our second objective within the time period available to respond 
to the Subcommittee’s request, we simulated state grant allocations for 
three major formula programs: Social Services Block Grant, certain 
Federal-Aid Highway Programs in which population is a factor, and 
Medicaid. The programs we selected for our case studies are of suffi- 
cient variety and size to indicate the relative magnitude of possible 
changes in federal allocations to states. They are three of the five 
largest federal programs using population data in funding formulas6 
The three programs account for 60 percent of all funds allocated by 
such programs and represent the different ways in which population 
data are used in funding formulas. The Social Services Block Grant 
formula is based entirely on each state’s share of total population while 
the Federal-Aid Highway Programs use several data elements, including 
population at substate levels (such as rural population) and nonpopula- 
tion data (such as miles of public roads). Medicaid uses per capita 
income data, which are indirectly influenced by the size of state 
populations. 

To calculate allocations for the Social Services Block Grant and Federal- 
Aid Highway Programs, we used fiscal year 1991 funding levels and 
existing grant formulas. To calculate allocations for the Medicaid Pro- 
gram, we used fiscal year 1989 state expenditures and estimated federal 
matching rates for the Medicaid Program’s Federal Medical Assistance 
Percentages. We calculated the allocations in two ways, first using the 
1990 census results and then using the Bureau’s estimate of 1990 popu- 
lation based on the PES. Our calculations are based on (1) population 
counts and other data currently available and (2) formulas in current 
law. Thus, these calculations are not a projection of actual allocations in 
future years. We did not evaluate the potential redistributive effects of 
state governments using adjusted data to allocate federal and state 
funds to jurisdictions within the state. 1 

To meet our third objective, we interviewed Bureau officials and 
reviewed Bureau documents to obtain information on the development 
of intercensal estimates of population and population characteristics 
and the possible use of adjusted 1990 population data in the estimates. 

“The other programs are the Department of Health and Human Services Family Support Payments to 
States, which allows states the option to use the Medicaid formula, and the Department of Education 
Chapter 1 Programs--Local Educational Agencies. 
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We did our work in August and September 1991 in Washington, DC., 
and at the Bureau of the Census in Suitland, Md., in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. 

Federal Programs 
Using Population- 
Related Data to 
Distribute Funds 

A total of 100 federal programs used population data directly or indi- 
rectly (as in per capita income, which is derived from aggregate income 
divided by total population) to allocate at least some portion of their 
grant funds in fiscal year 1991.6 The 100 programs had total estimated 
obligations of about $116 billion during fiscal year 1991. (See app. I for 
estimates of fiscal year 1991 obligation levels by program.) However, 
the amount of obligations influenced by population data was less than 
$116 billion because the total reflects funds allotted through provisions 
that prescribe minimum percentage or dollar amounts of grant funds.7 
The total also includes programs where only a portion of total funding is 
based on formulas using population data elements. For example, the 
Department of Transportation’s Federal-Aid Highway Programs include 
over 30 subprogram areas, of which 7 major subprograms use popula- 
tion-related data as a statistical factor in calculating apportionments. 

Ninety-two of the 100 programs calculate fund allocations at the state 
level, with 8 of the 92 programs also calculating shares for other geo- 
graphic segments, such as counties or urban areas. The remaining eight 
programs calculate shares only at regional or substate levels. Although 
most grant formulas calculate allocations at the state level, they may 
include factors for substate populations-for example, the number or 
proportion of persons below the poverty level, in urban or rural areas, 
over age 60, or under age 18. Only a few programs, such as Social Ser- 
vices Block Grants, base funding levels solely on a state’s proportion of 
the total U.S. population. 

While most of the programs can use data from current population or per 
capita income estimates between censuses, the decennial census is the 
only source of data for some or all of the formulas used by 30 programs, 
with estimated fiscal year 1991 obligations of $33.4 billion. These 30 
programs require state- and substate-level data on populations that are 

‘;We counted programs according to CFDA entries and numbers. Therefore, programs with sub- 
programs, such as Part C of Title III Special Programs for the Aging and the Federal-Aid Highway 
Program, are counted only once. 

7For example, territories may receive a percentage of total funds as a set-aside, or a hold-harmless 
provision may guarantee states that they will receive no less than their prior year’s grant. 
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not estimated between censuses, such as the number of persons living in 
urban and rural areas or in households below the poverty level. 

For example, 14 funding formulas use data on “urban” or “rural” popu- 
lation. The Bureau determines the urbanized population at the time of 
the decennial census on the basis of population counts at the block level. 
An “urbanized area” as defined by the Bureau comprises one or more 
central places/cities plus the adjacent densely settled surrounding terri- 
tory (“urban fringe”) that together have a minimum of 50,000 persons. 
The Bureau uses detailed block-level census data to define the bounda- 
ries of the densely settled surrounding territory. Territory, population, 
and housing units not classified as urban are designated rural. 

Another four programs, distributing almost $2.1 billion, do not use cur- 
rent estimates because they are required by statute to use decennial 
census data, even though more current data are available through 
intercensal estimates. 

Effect on Funding The effect of using adjusted 1990 population data for federal funding 

Levels of Using purposes is difficult to predict. The level of funding allocations is influ- 
enced by many factors, including the type and level of population data 

Adjusted Population used in funding formulas, the use of data elements other than popula- 

Estimates tion, and the effect of additional formula provisions. Examples of dif- 
ferent factors and their influences include the following: 

. Formulas might use data on total population or only particular subpopu- 
lations (for example, persons in specific age groups or living in urban- 
ized or rural areas). Population can also indirectly influence a formula 
data element as in per capita income or per capita incidence of a given 
condition. A 

l Population data might be used in only part of a program’s formula. The 
formulas may include (and even emphasize) other data elements, such 
as income, school enrollment, public road mileage, number of rental 
units in urban areas, number of community water systems, or number of 
clients receiving a particular service. 

l The level of funding allocations can be influenced by provisions that 
designate minimum or maximum allotments, set aside portions of an 
appropriation for specific grantees, establish hold-harmless allotments 
to insure that states or territories would receive at least a percentage of 
a prior year’s funding, or specify equal distributions among states for at 
least a portion of the available funds. In some cases, a formula applies 
only if the program’s funding is above a certain threshold. 
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Many formula grants include a combination of the situations listed 
above. In addition, funding levels are influenced by whether a program 
has a fixed pool of funds to distribute (as in Social Services Block 
Grants) or has no fixed amount to distribute (as in federal reimburse- 
ments to states under Medicaid) and whether a grant is constrained by 
matching requirements at state or local levels. Therefore, the effect of 
using adjusted population data would have to be calculated on a case- 
by-case and year-by-year basis. 

However, we believe that the general effect of substituting 1990 
adjusted population data for the decennial census data in federal 
funding formulas would be relatively small for two reasons. First, 
because of the multiple variables involved in determining fund alloca- 
tions, the influence of an adjustment in a single data element such as 
population is limited. Second, most federal funding formulas use data 
aggregated at a state level, and the changes in the relative distribution 
of state populations when adjusted for net undercounts are small, with 
an average increase in the 1990 census counts of about 2 percent. How- 
ever, if state governments used adjusted population data to redistribute 
federal and state funds to jurisdictions within the state this could have 
more of a relative impact than the redistribution of federal funds among 
states. Such an impact could occur because variations in net census 
undercount estimates are more pronounced among cities, counties, and 
other substate levels. 

The limited effect from using adjusted data was demonstrated in exam- 
ples we calculated. We estimated the changes in the distribution of state 
grant allocations using both adjusted and unadjusted census data in the 
formulas for three major federal programs: Social Services Block Grant, 
certain Federal-Aid Highway Programs in which population is a factor, 
and MedicaidVR For these three simulations, using 1990 adjusted popula- 4 
tion data for states and the District of Columbia in place of the decennial 
figures had little relative effect on the distribution of state allocations 
(see app. II). However, by using the adjusted data, some individual 
states would incur estimated changes of over $1 million in allocations. 
The effect of such differences becomes more substantial when applied 
over the course of an entire decade. 

“The three simulations are from a letter to Senator Pete V. Domenici and Representative Stephen H. 
Schiff from GAO’s Director, Human Services Policy and Management Issues, HRD, August 1, 1991 
(H-244990). 
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The simulations also showed that an increase in a state’s population to 
adjust for net undercounts in the 1990 census would not necessarily 
result in a gain in federal funding. In fact, using adjusted population 
data would reduce total federal spending for two of the three programs 
(Federal-Aid Highway and Medicaid). This occurs because of the com- 
bined effects of various formula and program provisions. 

For example, under Medicaid the federal share for matching state 
expenditures for medical care may range from 60 percent to 83 percent, 
with a state’s percentage within that range determined by formula. Cali- 
fornia’s net undercount in the 1990 census as measured by the PES was 
1.6 percent higher than the national average. Using the adjusted popula- 
tion data, the calculated reimbursement percentage for California would 
increase from 45.4 to 47.1 percent. However, because the minimum 
reimbursement rate is 50 percent, California’s actual rate would not 
change from the minimum. Conversely, Pennsylvania also had a net 
undercount, but its undercount rate as measured by the PEIS was 1.6 per- 
cent below the national average. Using the adjusted figures, Penn- 
sylvania’s calculated reimbursement percentage would decline from 55.0 
percent to 63.7 percent. Because these calculations are within Medi- 
caid’s allowable range, Pennsylvania’s actual rate would change. 

Summaries of the estimated effects of using adjusted data for the three 
programs and figures showing the distribution of changes in states’ 
funding allotments appear below. 

Social Services Block Grants: 

l The total allocation of $2.7 billion would not change. 
. Only 0.46 percent of the total allocation would be redistributed, with 26 

states and the District of Columbia gaining and 25 states losing funds. 6 
. The percentage change in individual state allocations would range from 

+3.11 percent for the District of Columbia to -1.83 percent for Rhode 
Island. The states that gain or lose over $1 million in actual dollar 
amounts are California (+$6.3 million), Texas (+$2.2 million), Massa- 
chusetts (-$ 1.1 million), Ohio (-$ 1.5 million), and Pennsylvania (-$1.9 
million). 
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Figure 1: Dletrlbution of Estimated 
Changes in Social Services Block Grsnte 
to Stateci Ming 1990 Adjurted 

25 Numkr of Stab 
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16 

LoSO LOSO Gain Gain 
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than 1% than 1% 

Percent change in allacation 
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more 
than 2% 

Note: Numbers reflect changes for 50 states and the District of Columbia 
Source: GAO calculation. 

Federal-Aid Highway Programs in which population is a factor: 

l The total allocation to states would be reduced by $6.3 million (falling 
approximately a tenth of a percent from the $5 billion level, based on 
1990 decennial census data). 

l Only 0.16 percent of total program funding would be redistributed. 
Twenty-seven states would gain, 20 states would lose, and 3 states and 
the District of Columbia would have no change in their allocations. l 

. The percentage change in individual state allocations would range from 
+0.7 percent for New Mexico to -1.6 percent for Massachusetts. In 
actual dollar amounts, New Mexico would gain the most (+$0.3 million), 
while Pennsylvania (-$2.1 million) and Massachusetts (-$ 1.2 million) 
would have the largest estimated reductions in funding. 
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Figure 2: Distribution of Estimated 
Changes in Federal-Aid Highway 25 Number of Stabs 
Program Allocations to State8 Using 
1990 Adjusted Population Data r 

20 

16 
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Percent change in allocation 

Note: Numbers reflect changes for 50 states and the District of Columbia 
Source: GAO calculation. 

Federal Medicaid Allocations: 

l The total allocation to states would be reduced by $86.5 mil l ion (a 
change of -0.26 percent from the $32.9 bill ion level, based on 1990 
census figures). 

l Only 0.46 percent of total funds would be redistributed, with 23 states 
gaining, 17 states losing, and 9 states and the District of Columbia 
having no change in their allocations.g a 

l The percentage change in individual state allocations would range from 
+ 1.7 percent for New Mexico to -3.3 percent for Rhode Island. In actual 
dollar amounts, 25 states would experience gains or reductions of over 
$1 mil l ion in their allocations. The estimated range is from +$19.9 mil- 
l ion for Texas to -$36.5 mil l ion for Pennsylvania. 

“Arizona does not participate in the program. 
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Figure 3: Dibtrlbution of Estimated 
Changes in Federal Medicaid 
Reimbursements to States Using 1990 
Adjusted Population Data 
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Note: Numbers reflect changes for 49 states and the District of Columbia. 
Source: GAO calculation. 

Status of Bureau 
Efforts to Integrate 
Data on Census 
Undercounts Into 
Population Estimates 

While the Secretary’s  decision not to adjust the census applies directly 
to matters of representational apportionment, it does not fully settle the 
issues arising from proposals to use adjusted data for federal formula 
programs and other purposes. Similar to the questions that confronted 
the Secretary on adjusting the census, a key technical issue needing res- 
olution is whether using PES data for intercensal estimates would bring 
these estimates closer to the true population than would using unad- 
justed data. Therefore, according to Bureau officials, any use of the PES 

data would have to pass methodological reviews at the Bureau and the a 

Department of Commerce before being incorporated into the intercensal 
estimation process. Because of the time involved to complete the 
research on how to compile the intercensal estimates, the Bureau 
bel ieves that any data incorporating a correction for census net 
undercounts could not be made available before mid-1992 or early 1993. 

There are two primary reasons why it might be possible for the Bureau 
to adjust the intercensal population estimates for undercoverage, even 
though the Secretary decided against using the PES to adjust the census. 
First, more time is available to perfect the methodology for adjustment. 
Second, estimates are not produced for very small geographic areas, like 
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census blocks, but only for larger levels of geography, such as states, 
counties, cities, and metropolitan statistical areas. The estimates also 
publish less characteristic data than are published for census data. 
Therefore, precision at lower geographic levels is not so critical for 
intercensal estimates as for the census itself. 

There is some precedent for using information on census undercounts in 
compiling the intercensal estimates. During the last decade, the Bureau 
indirectly used information from 1980 net undercount estimates through 
an inflation/deflation procedure. According to a Bureau official, this 
procedure was designed to improve the estimates of the U.S. age and sex 
distribution and was based primarily on the Bureau’s independent dem- 
ographic estimates at the national level. 

In the 19809, the Bureau provided intercensal estimates at the national 
level showing age, race, sex, and Hispanic origin; at the state level 
showing age and sex; and at the county and city level showing popula- 
tion and per capita income. For the 199Os, the Bureau plans to cease its 
per capita income estimates.lO One methodological issue now being con- 
sidered by the Bureau is the need to adjust prior population estimates 
(before 1990) if the 1990 decade estimates incorporate the undercount. 
Such an adjustment would be needed for purposes of consistency in the 
data series. 

Incorporating data from the PES into the Bureau’s intercensal estimates 
would still leave an important set of funding formula data elements 
unchanged. As noted earlier, 30 programs have formulas that require 
data series based on information only collected through the decennial 
census; examples include the number of persons in households below the 
poverty level or living in urban or rural areas. The PFS did not collect 
equivalent information. However, while the Bureau cannot currently & 
prepare intercensal estimates of the “urban” population, Bureau offi- 
cials noted that research is continuing to develop a method for providing 
intercensal estimates of the population of urban areas as defined at the 
time of the last census. 

Agency Comments We did not obtain official comments from the Bureau on this report. We 
did, however, discuss our findings with responsible Bureau officials. 

“‘The Bureau developed these estimates primarily for use by the federal revenue sharing program, 
which has been eliminated. 
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They generally agreed with the facts and analyses presented and sug- 
gested several technical clarifications. We incorporated the clarifications 
where appropriate. 

As arranged with your office, we plan no further distribution of the 
report until 30 days from the date of this letter unless you publicly 
announce its contents earlier. At that time, we will send copies to the 
Subcommittee on Census and Population, House Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service; other appropriate congressional committees; 
the Secretary of Commerce; the Director of the Bureau of the Census; 
and the Director of the Office of Management and Budget. Copies also 
will be made available to other interested parties upon request. 

The major contributors to this report are listed in appendix III. If you 
have any questions concerning this report, please contact me on (‘202) 
275-8676. 

Sincerely yours, 

L. Nye Stevens 
Director, Government Business 

Operations Issues 
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Appendix I 

Programs Using Population-Related Data, in 
Whole or in Part, to Allocate Fhds (FY 1991) 

Dollars in millions 

CFDA number Program name 
Estimated 

obligations FY 1991 Codes’ 
Department of Agriculture 
i 0203 Payments to Agricultural Experiment Stations Under Hatch 

Act 
$155.7 D,R 

10.205 

10.418 

Payments to 1890 Land-Grant Colleges and Tuskegee 
University 

Water and Waste Disposal .$&ems for Rural Communities 

25.2 D,R 

294.0 - D 
10.420 
16.424 
10.427 

Rural Self-Help Housing Technical Assistance ____- 
Industrial Development Grants 
Rural Rental Assistance Pavments 

15.5 D 
20.8 D 

308.1 D 
10.433 
10.500 
10.557 

Rural Housing Preservation Grants 23.0 D 
Cooperative Extension Service 389.3 D,R -. --~~~~. ~.~~_. _..... -- 
Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants, 2,345.l D 

and Children (WIG) 
10.568 Te;[sysyy Emergency Food Assistance (Administrative 50.0 D - 

~~~~ ---..A-_. 

10.569 Temporary Emergency Food Assistance (Food 120.0 D 
Commodities) 

10.571 Food Commodities for Soup Kitchens 32.0 D _ -..-..-------___- --.- 
Deoartment of Commerce 
1 ‘I ,307 Sp;r;eci;Fonomic Development and Adjustment Assistance 23.3 

11.419 
---___--- 

Coastal Zone Management Program Implementation and 35.3 
Enhancement Awards ~___-~ 

Departkent oi Housing~GdUrbanDevelopment 
.--- 

14,218. Community Development Block Grants: Entitlement Grants ,4,219 ,. ----...--- 
Community Development Block Grants: Small Cities 

Program 

1,982.l 
36.3 

14.228 Community Development Block Grants: State’s Program 902.9 .~4,i30.. _ - -.- ~- -- 
Rental Housina Rehabilitation 104.2 

Department of the Interior 
15.611 
15.916 

Wildlife Restoration 
Outdoor Recreation-Acquisition, Development, and 

Planninq 

139.6 R - 
29.3 

Department of Justice 
16.540 Ju~ve;?sJustice a&-Delinquency Prevention-Allocation to 52.7 ___ 

16.575 
16.579 
Deoartment of Labor 
17.235 __ .._. _-.- .__. - . . .._.._ -.._ 
17.247 

Crime Victim Assistance 
Drug Control and System Improvement-Formula Grant -- 

Senior Community Service Employment Program 
Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkers 

62.8 
423.0 

390.4 
70.3 D 

a 
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Appendix I 
Programs Using Population-Related Data, in 
Whole or ln Part, to Allocate Funds (FY 1991) 

CFDA number Proaram name 
Estimated 

obliaations FY 1991 Codes’ 
17.250 Job Trainin Partnership Act 

Title II-A basic Pro 
? 

ram 
Title II-B: Summer outh 

17.251 Native American Emplovment and Trainina Proarams 59.6 D 
Department of Transportation .._. ..__ _.... .” -.- .__. -.- 
20.106 
20.205 

Airport Improvement Program: State Apportionments 
Hiahwav Plannina and Construction 

1,800.O R 
15.432.0 D.R 

20.218 Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program ._.._.-__ -.... .._.__. --_..-._ ._.... -_.- 
20.505 Urban Mass Transportation Technical Studies Grants _.... -I_.. - .._ .- . ..- --_-.-_ __- 
20.507 Urban Mass Transportation Capital and Operating 

Assistance Formula Grants 

46.7 
49.2 D 

1,941.7 D,R 

20.509 Public Transportation for Nonurbanized Areas -..-..._ . .._...._. -.._--~-.---- .______ 
20.600 State and Community Highway Safety .--.... - -I....... “..-^ ..-.. - . ..-. --- 
Aooalachisn Reaional Commission 
23.008 Appalachian Local Access Roads 
23.010 Appalachian Mine Area Restoration .._-._... ..---.. ._..-. ---- .--- -.__. 
National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities 
45.007 Promotion of the Arts-States Pronram 

84.2 D,R 
139.8 R 

5.9 D 
0.0 D --__- 

31.5 
45.129 Promotion of the Humanities-State Programs 6.9 
Small Business Administration 
59.045 Natural Resource Development 14.7 

66.433 State Underground Water Source Protection 
66.700 Consolidated Pesticide Compliance Monitoring and 

Program Cooperative Agreements -_-.~- 
66.702 Asbestos Hazards Abatement (Schools) Assistance ” . ..__ . . .._ --.-.. ---- ___- 
66.801 Hazardous Waste Management State Program Support 
Department of Energy 
81.041 State Energy Conservation _. .._..... .--.- . .._. ----.- .._ - ~_._____ 
81.050 Energy Extension Service 
81.052 Energy Conservation for Institutional Buildings .,” .__ ...I -... ._ ..-..-_--..---- ______ 
Federal Emergency Management Agency _ ..- . _._ -... __ ..-___ --- _______ 
83.503 Civil Defense: State and Local Emergency Management 

Assistance -._--.. ..____-__ _._--.- 
Department of Education _-.._ -. _ .--. 
84.002 Adult Education: State-Administered Basic Grant Program ,.____._. “_- __.... -..-- -.-.--- 
84.010 Chapter 1 Programs-Local Educational Agencies 
84.034 Public Library Services 
84.035 * Interlibrary Cooperation and Resource Sharing -.._ -. .._.. .._. ._.... ._-..._..- -. ~----- 
84.048 Vocational Education: Basic Grants to States -_.- 

Environmental Protection Agency . -._-I.._--.-. 
66.001 Air Pollution Control Program Support 137.7 _.. .._.__ ..- _.... -- .._.. _____- - 
66432 State Public Water Svstem Sucervision 47.5 

10.5 
26.3 --___ 

13.9 D --__l__-_l_ 
83.0 

-___-. 
11.7 4 

4.9 -R 
___~ 

39.0 ___-___ -_____-- 

63.1 

201.0 D 
5,557.8 D 

82.2 ____. 
19.5 

849.4 
(continued) 
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Pmgmmn U&g Population4blated Data, in 
Whole or ln Part, to Allocate F’unds (FY lSS1) 

CFDA number 
84.049 

Program name 
Vocational Education: Consumer and Homemaking 

Education 

Estimated 
obligations FY 1991 

33.4 
Codes’ 

84.053 
841’126 .. 
84 151 

Vocational Education: State Councils 
Rehabilitation Services: Basic Support 
Federal, State, and Local Partnerships for Educational 

Improvement 

8.8 
I,6285 

448.9 

84.154 
84 161 
84.i64 

___- 
Public Library Construction and Technology Enhancement 
Client Assistance for Individuals with Disabilities 
Eis;;roFr Mathematics and Science Education-State 

31.6 
8.3 

202.0 - 

84.169 Comprehensive Services for Independent Livins 
84.174 Vocational Education: Communitv Based Oraanizations 

-__ 
13.6 
11.7 

84 176 Paul Douglas Teacher Scholarships 14.6 
84.186 ..’ .- Drug-Free Schools and Communitk%: State Grants 

-.- 
497.7 84,,8j ._.- ._.. .- .--. - 

Supported Employment Services for Individuals with Severe 29.2 
Handicaps 

84.196 .- 
--- 

State Activities--Education for Homeless Children and 7.3 D 
Youth 

84.223. ‘- English Literacy Program ~_ 
84.243 Tech-Prep Education -- 
Department of Health and Human Services 
93.020 Familv Suooort Pavments to States-Assistance Pavments 

1.0 D - 
63.4 

12.699.1 
93.036 Child Care for Families At Risk of Welfare Dependence 150.0 
93.037 Payments to States for Day Care Assistance ~. .._ ..- ..-.. _. . .._.. --..-~-- 
93.138 Protection and Advocacy for Mentally III Individuals ^. ~. . . .__._ ..~_.. 

I 93.150 Projects for Assistance in Transition from Homelessness 
(PATH) 

93.199 .- -” HIV Home and Community-Based Health Services 
93.552 Special Programs for the Aging-Title III, Part G- 

Prevention of Abuse, Neglect, and Exploitation of Older 
Individuals 

93.553 . 
___-- 

Special Programs for the A 
Term Care Ombudsman 8 

ing-Title III, Part A-Long- 
ervices for Older Individuals .._... . .~. _-._ - -~ -~~-~- ..-_. 

93.600 Administration for Children, Youth and Families-Head Start 
93.614 

., ._ -.-. ~-- --- 
Child Development Associate Scholarships _ . . ~~-. - ..- .-- -.------ 

93.623 Administration for Children, Youth and Families-Runaway 
and Homeless Youth 

93.630 Administration on Developmental Disabilities 93,6~-. _ . ~~~ 
Special Programs for the Aging-Title III, Part B-Grants for 

Supportive Services and Senior Centers 93,635 ~. .~. _.-. --- .._ --_--. 
Special Programs for the Aging-Title III, Part C-Nutrition 

Services 

731.9 
15.3 
33.1 D 

0.0 
2.9 

2.4 

2,055.5 D 
1.4 

35.1 

85.4 
290.8 

” 
Congregate Nutrition Services 361.1 
Home Delivered Nutrition Services 87.8 

(continued) 
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Appendix I 
Pmgram Using Population-Related Data, in 
Whole or in Part, to Allocate F’unds (FY 1991) 

CFDA number 
93.641 

Program name 
Special Pro 

9 
rams for the Aging-Title III, Part D-In-Home 

Services or Frail Older Individuals 

Estimated 
obligations FY 1991 

6.8 
Codes’ 

93.643 Children’s Justice Grants to States 9.5 _. ..~ 
93645 

.._ ._.__ - 
Child Welfare Services: State Grants 273.9 --- 

93.658 Foster Care-Title IV-E 2,334.l 
93.659 

-___-I_ 
Adoption Assistance 189.8 

93.667 Social Services Block Grant 2,800.O 
93.669 

-.__--.-~-- 
Administration for Children, Youth and Families-Child 19.5 

Abuse and Neglect State Grants 
93.671 Family Violence Prevention and Services 10.7 
93.672 Child Abuse Challenge Grants 5.4 
93.673 

___ -___ 
Grants to States for Planning and Development of 13.2 --I_- 

Dependent Care Programs 
93.778 

___- I_-- 
Medical Assistance Program (Medicaid) 51,555.o 

93.779 
._~._~_ .~. _.___ __-.-.--- ___------.- __-~-. 

Health Care Financing Research, Demonstrations and 69.8 
Evaluations 

93.915 
_.. ~..- -.____-~____-._I --_I. 

HIV Emergency Relief Formula Grants 87.0 
93.917 ~- 
93.991 

._..... ..---- 
HIV Care Formula Grants 
Preventive Health and Health Services Block Grant 

87.0 ___._____-- 
90.8 

93.992 

93.994 
Total 

_-.. .~. ..-.--__ -_____ 
Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health Services Block 1,2052---f!--- 

Grant __- 
Maternal and Child Health Services Block Grant 470.6 D 

$116,052.3 

Note: The amounts listed for individual programs may not sum to the total because of rounding 

Vodes for use of data are as follows. 
D-The decennial census is the only source for some or all of the data elements used in the program’s 
allocation formula(s). 
R-Use of decennial census data rn the program’s allocation formula(s) IS requrred by statute. 
All other programs can use the most current population or per capita income estimates available. 

Source: Estrmated fiscal year 1991 grant obligatrons are from the 1991 CFDA. 
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Ppe * 

k%ations of Grant Allocations Using 1990 
Census Population Counts and Adjusted Counts 

Table 11.1: Social Services Block &ant Allocations Using 1990 Census Population Counts and Adjusted Counts 
Dollars in thousands 

State 
Alabama 

Allocation 
Census 
$43.618 

Adjusted 
$43.828 

Change in allocation 
Difference ’ Percent 

$210 0.48 ,.. “., . ..-_._... - .-_-... - ..-. - 
Alaska ..-.. ._ .-...... --.----- 
Arizona I. _.. ---.-.--.----_.. 
Arkansas .._ .- - _._.. .._ - ._ ---._ . .._- “_-_-...---. 
California 

5,938 5,930 -7 -0.12 
39,566 40,065 498 1.26 
25,376 25,402 26 0.10 

321.261 326.521 5.260 164 
Colorado 35,563 35,688 125 0.35 _... ..^.._... __._ .._.,._ .._” _....____......_- ---.___ -___ 
Connecticut 35,485 34,948 -536 -1.51 
Delaware 7,191 7,262 71 0.99 
District of Columbia 6,552 6.755 204 3.11 ..__ _- ._^ ._ _-----.- 
Flonda 139,666 140,364 698 0.50 
Georgia 69,933 70,118 186 0.27 .._..._... .._-. -~ _... -. .-.~-.-._- .-____ 
Hawaii 11.963 12.009 45 0.38 
Idaho 10,868 10,941 73 0.67 
lllinors 123,394 122,541 -853 -0.69 
Indiana 59,850 59,050 -799 -1.34 
Iowa 29,975 29,673 -302 -1 .Ol 
Kansas 26,746 26,491 -254 -0.95 - --.---. _------.---_- 
Kentucky 39,783 39,832 49 0.12 ._.__-.. l-__-l_- ._._ -- - -. ..-._- ..-_ 
Louisiana 45.555 45.794 239 0.53 
Maine 13,256 13,108 -147 -1.11 
Maryland 51,616 51,471 -145 -0.28 __-.-_l-._-..-...-.. ._......__. “.__-.--- 
Massachusetts 64,948 63,839 -1,109 -1.71 

- Michiaan 100.343 99.411 -932 -0.93 
Minnesota 47,229 46,714 -516 -1.09 
Mississippi 27,778 27,823 45 0.16 ..-. ~~--~- 
Mrssouri 55,239 54,801 -438 -0.79 ---. --.-- 
Montana 8,626 8.690 64 0.74 
Nebraska 17,039 16,861 -178 -1.04 .._ .._.._ .___ -. -. 
Nevada 12,974 13,024 50 0.38 
New Hamoshire il.974 11.797 -177 -1.48 
New Jersey 83,448 82,835 -612 -0.73 .^ _..._. -- __... __.-.~-..-~ ~..- .._. -._-._-.-___ ~____- 
New Mexico 16,355 16,766 411 2.51 ..__... ..- _-____ _-...- ._........ .__ .~-.-- ._-_---._ ._-_ 
New York 194,208 193,494 -714 -0.37 .___ -.. .____ -. .-- ._-... . . -- 
North Carolina 71,557 72,042 486 0.68 -._- ._-_ ._.. --.- -- _- _.-- ___- 
North Dakota 6,896 6,850 -46 -0.66 
Ohio 117,095 115,574 -1,521 -1.30 ___“__ __-._.__._.. - .._.._ --~ ~.. --. ~____- 
Oklahoma 33.957 33.976 19 0.06 

(continued) 
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Appendix II 
Ensue Population Counta and 
Adjusted Counts 

State 
Allocation 

Census Adiusted 
Chance in allocation 

Oiff erence Percent 
Oregon 30,683 30,635 -48 -0.16 .-- _.--- -~ -.__.. ~--- ..__ -_ 
Pennsylvania 128,263 126,399 -1,864 -1.45 _---.-- 
Rhode island 10,832 10,635 -198 -1.83 -.-___-.--_ .- 
South Carolina 37,639 37,950 311 0.83 ----- .__.-_ ------_-___ 
South Dakota 7,513 7,474 -40 -0.53 .-.--..--_-- ..-_.. -. 
Tennessee 52,650 52,983 333 0.63 
Texas 183,370 185,534 2,164 1.18 --.-I_- ____.- 
Utah 18,598 18,574 -25 -0.13 
Vermont 6,075 6,036 -39 -0.64 - ---.. ------------. 
Virginia 66,793 67,158 366 0.55 --_- .__.. ---___- ______ 
Washington 52,536 52,718 182 0.35 - __.- _.._.^,__ . ...” -._..-.-..- -.-. 
West Virginia 19,361 19,472 111 0.57 
Wisconsin 52,807 52,052 -755 -1.43 
Wyommg 4,897 4,926 30 0.61 
Total $2.6843837 $2.684.837 $0 0.00 

Note 1: The state allocations are made by multiplying each state’s population proportion under the 
Bureau’s official population counts for 1990 and the PES adjusted counts by the total allocations made 
to the states. The calculations included the District of Columbia and excluded the territories. 

Note 2: The amounts listed for individual states may not sum to the grand total due to rounding. 

Source: Letter to Senator Pete V. Domenici and Representative Stephen H. Schiff from GAO’s Director, 
Human Services Policy and Management Issues, HRD, August 1,199l (E-244990). 
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Appendix II 
Cmaw Population Counts and 
Adjusted Chnta 

Table 11.2: Federal-Aid Highway Programs Allocatlons Using 1990 Census Population Counts and Adjusted Counts 
Dollarsin thousands -.. ._. 

Allocation Change In allocation 
state Census Adjusted Difference Percent 
Alabama $67,156 $67,367 $211 0.31 
Alaska 113,668 113,457 -210 -0.19 
Anzona 91,896 91,897 6 0.01 
Arkansas 79,379 79,385 6 0.01 
California 395,179 395,222 43 0.01 
Colorado - 60,644 60,710 66 0.11 
Connectrcut 41,889 41,314 -575 -1.37 _- ___. -..-.- 
Delaware 19,385 19,385 0 0.00 ..__ - . . . . . .._---- 
Distnct of Columbra 16,182 16,182 0 0.00 
Florida 

..-~-.-.--- __.._. - 
._____ 285,288 285,308 20 0.01 

Gio'g~a 195,736 195,751 15 0.01 . . 
Hawarr 19,272 19,272 0 0.00 _ - ----~-. .- 
Idaho 31,820 31,855 34 0.11 
lllrnois 150.976 150.072 -904 -0.60 

-- lndrana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Marne 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mrssrssippr 
Mrssoun 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
N&V Hampshrre 
NewJersey 

168,660 1681670 11 0.01 
56,202 55,955 -247 -0.44 -~~ .._. -_.~~ 
56,487 56,261 -226 -0.40 
66,640 66,647 7 0.01 -___ 
62,241 62,527 286 0.46 
25,222 25,057 -165 -0.65 
60,792 60,658 -135 -0.22 
74,342 73,167 -1,174 -1.58 

175,951 175,964 13 o.oi 
75,812 75,391 -421 -0.56 
76,512 76,517 6 0.01 .~ .~ ~._...~. .__.-.-- .._._ 

- 116,333 116,344 11 o.oi 
42,674 42,671 -3 -0.01 1, _~_ __.- -_ --. 
41,060 40,936 -124 -0.30 - 
33,166 33,168 2 0.01 
19,643 19,630 -12 -0.07 .-- 
91,347 90,718 -629 -0.6G 

New Me&; 42,350 42,643 293 0.G 
New York 220.866 220.163 -703 -0.32 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
otio 

Oklahoma 

201.948 201,961 13 0.01 
31,290 

” 231,698 - _~-.-.. ~~~ _ ~-- .------_-_-I____ 
101,274 

31,236 
231,714 
101,281 

-54 
17 

7 

-0.17 
0.01 
0.01 

(continued) 
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APpe& a 
Census Population Counts and 
Adjusted canta 

State 
Allocation 

Census Adjusted 
Chanae in allocation 

Difference Percent 
Oregon 65,360 65,365 6 0.01 
Pennsvlvania 165.684 163.624 -2.060 -1.24 

,.. 1. __._- - ___.__ -...- 

Rhode Island 19,331 19,326 -4 -0.03 
South Carol ina 82,213 82,219 6 0.01 
South Dakota 32,062 32,011 -50 -0.16 
Tennessee 81,477 81,486 10 0.01 
Texas 436,866 436,897 31 0.01 
Utah 34,699 34,652 -47 -0.14 - ._--__- -. 
Vermont 19,499 19,499 0 0.00 
Virainia 144.726 144.738 11 0.01 
_ -‘1.-- .-..... ..~.-..~-. -. -.--_- ..___- 

Washington 71:918 72,082 165 0.23 -... .-... .~~ . . ..___. ~. ~.~~ 
West Virginra 3,817 34,008 191 0.56 
Wisconsin 139,257 139,265 8 0.01 
Wyoming 29,306 29,287 -19 -0.06 . .._ _.. .._ ~._... ....~~_ .__- . 
Total $4,997,189 $4,990,921 -$8,288 -0.13 

Note 1: The allocations shown include only the following programs: Primary, Secondary, Urban, Urban 
Transportation Planning, Hazard Elimination, and Rail-Highway Crossing. The following programs were 
excluded because the formula allocations are unaffected by populatron change: Interstate System Com- 
pletion, Interstate Highway Substitution, and Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation. 

Note 2: The levels of funding and data factors (other than 1990 populations) are from US Department 
of Transportation Computation Tables-FY 1992 Interstate and FY 1991 Non-Interstate Apportionments, 
Memorandum HFS-30 (Dec. 28, 1990). 

Note 3: No data for both the 1990 enumeration and the undercount were available for urban and rural 
populations and urbanized area populations. In order to arrive at all the populations, we applied their 
1980 census percentages to the 1990 census data. 

Note 4: We included allocations for the territories in order to correctly calculate the interstate distribu- 
tron, though these allocations are excluded from the table. In order to arnve at the terntorial populations, 
we applied their 1980 percentages to the 1990 census data. 

Note 5: The amounts listed for individual states may not add up to the total because of rounding 

Source: Letter to Senator Pete V. Domenici and Representative Stephen H. Schiff from GAO’s Director, 
Human Services Pol icy and Management Issues, HRD, August 1, 1991 (B-244990). 
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Appendix II 
(Lkmmu~ Population Chnta and 
Adjuatad Ckmnts 

Table 11.3: Federal Medicaid Allocations Usina 1990 Census Pooulation Counts and Adiusted Counts 
Dollars in thousands 

State . 
Alabama 
Alaska 

Allocation 
Census 

$387,896 
65,738 

Adjusted 
$389,374 

65,738 

Change in allOCatiOn 

Difference Percent 
$1,478 0.38 

0 0.00 
Arizonaa 
Ark&as _..--.--..-.---__- 386,833 

-- 
387,112 279 0.07 

Californra ... 
___.__--.-. 

2,973,423 2,973,423 0 0.00 
Colorado 

-.-. ..-..~ -_--- 
263,236 264,837 1,601 0.61 

Connecticut 
--._. ._-. -_.. ----...-- 

526,209 526,209 0 0.00 
Delaware 

_____-- 
57,508 58,379 871 1.51 

Distnct of Columbia 
-__ 
186.313 186.313 0 0.00 

Florida 1,136,558 1,144,816 8,258 0.73 .__ .-..---~___ 
Georgia 803,265 805,806 2,541 0.32 - _.. 
flawair 94,685 95,334 649 0.69 
Idaho .-.. 

_~_~~~~~ ---_ 
95,696 96,176 480 0.50 

Illinois 1,080,744 1,080,744 0 0.00 .- -... ..-... ...~.~~~ ._ 
Indiana 766,082 753,710 -12,372 -1.61 
Iowa 340,663 336,539 -4,124 -1.21 ._. __ . _. 
Kansas 218.550 215.460 -3,090 -1.41 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Marne 
MarYl&d 

602,353 602,942 589 0.10 ____- 
814,049 817,260 3,211 0.39 --.-...-~-- 
234,951 231,821 -3,130 -1.33 
507.692 507.692 0 0.00 

Massachusetts 1,261,931 1,261,931 0 0.00 _ 
Mrchigan 

_ . .._..._ .._ -... .--__- ~..-.- 
1,218,336 1,199,494 -18,842 -1.55 

Minnesota 716,701 703,628 -13,073 -1.82 
Mrssissioot 403,574 403.928 354 0.09 
Missouri 501,540 496,091 -5,449 -1.09 --- 
Montana 121,149 121,887 738 0.61 

-. Nebraska 171,039 168,868 -2,171 -1.27 
Nevada 62,998 63,343 345 0.55 
New Hampshire .- 
New Jersey .~ 
New tifiiic~ -. -~ 

~~ - _________ 
97,287 971287 0 0.00 ~.-- 

983,061 983,061 0 0.00 
185.167 188.339 3,172 1.71 

New York 5,364,778 5,364,778 0 0.00 
North Carolina 

__ .- 
812,964 818,314 5,350 0.66 . . 

North Dakota 125,231 124,500 -731 -0.58 
Ohio w 1.644.197 1.614.676 -29,521 -1.80 
Oklahoma 466,866 467,108 242 0.05 
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Appendix II 
Censur, Population Counts and 
Adjusted Counts 

- 

State 
Oregon 
Pennsvlvania 

Allocation 
Census 
284,976 

1.500,090 

Adjusted 
284,486 

1,463,634 

Change in allocation 
Difference Percent 

-490 -0.17 
-36,456 -2.43 

Rhode Island 196,368 189,885 -6,483 -3.30 .- 
South Carolina 428,983 431,666 2,683 0.63 -- 
South Dakota 103,026 102,570 -456 -0.44 
Tennessee 789.377 794.164 4.787 0.61 
Texas 1,516,409 1,536,309 19,900 1.31 -- 
Utah 166,111 165,966 -145 -0.09 
Vermont 78,492 77,848 -644 -0.82 
Virainia 336,967 440,966 3.999 0.92 
Washington 
wesi Virginia 
Wisconsin 

595,366 598,357 2,991 0.50 
- 265,696 266,705 1,009 _____- 0.38 

789.862 774.800 -15.062 -1.91 

Wyoming .-~- 
Total 

35,378 35,612 234 0.66 
$32,888,384 $32,779,888 -$88,478 -0.26 

Note 1: The “Allocation” columns 1 and 2 are the Medicaid allocations based on the Bureau’s offictal 
population counts for 1990 and the PES adjusted counts. The state allocations are calculated by multt 
plying the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage from table II.4 by the state’s total computable 
spending for fiscal year 1989. 

Note 2: The amounts listed for individual states may not add up to the total because of rounding. 
aArizona does not participate in the Medicaid Program. 
Source: Letter to Senator Pete V. Domentci and Representative Stephen H. Schiff from GAO’s Director, 
Human Services Policy and Management Issues, HRD, August 1, 1991 (E-244990). 
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APY* J.I 
Censue Population Counti and 
Adjurst4xi t!altlw 

Table 11.4: Federal Medical Aeslatance 
Percentage8 (FMAP) Using 1990 Censur FMAP 
Population Count8 and Adjusted Counts State Census Adjusted Difference 

Alabama 715% 71.7% 0.2% 
Alaska 50.0 50.0 0.0 
Arizonaa 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

74.1 74.2 0.1 
50.0 50.0 0.0 
53.5 53.8 0.3 

Connecticut 50.0 50.0 0.0 
Delaware 50.0 50.8 0.8 
District of Columbia 50.0 50.0 0.0 
Florida 57.7 58.1 0.4 
Georgia 62.6 62.8 0.2 
Hawaii 52.4 52.8 0.4 
Idaho 72.7 73.0 0.3 
Illinois 50.0 50.0 0.0 
Indiana 62.8 61.8 -1.0 
Iowa 62.8 62.1 -0.7 - 
Kansas 57.7 56.9 -0.8 
Kentucky 71.6 71.7 0.1 
Louisiana 72.5 72.8 0.3 
Maine 62.9 62.1 -0.8 
Marvland 50.0 50.0 0.0 
Massachusetts 50.0 50.0 0.0 
Michigan- 54.9 54.1 -0.8 
Minnesota 54.9- 

-.-- 
53.9 -1 .o 

Mississipoi 78.8 78.8 0.0 
Missouri 59.6 59.0 -0.6 
Montana 70.5 70.9 0.4 
Nebraska 62.5 61.8 -0.7 ---- 
Nevada 58.2 58.6 0.4 
New Hampshire 50.0 50.0 0.0 
New Jersey 50.0 50.0 0.0 
New Mexico 73.9 75.1 1.2 
New York 50.0 50.0 0.0 
North Carolina 67.1 67.6 0.5 
North Dakota 69.7 69.3 -0.4 
Ohio 59.6 58.5 -1.1 
Oklahoma --- 
Oregon -____ 
Pennsylvania 

68.2 
64.5 
55.0 

68.3 
64.4 
53.7 

0.1 
-0.1 
-1.3 - 

(continued) 
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Appaul lx II 
C~MUIY Population Counts and 
Adjusted Counte 

State 
Rhode Island 
South Carol ina 

FMAP 
Census Adjusted Difference 

53.2 51.5 -1.7 -.--- 
72.3 72.8 0.5 

South Dakota 70.6 70.3 -0.3 
Tennessee 67.4 67.8 0.4 
Texas 63.9 64.7 0.8 
Utah 75.4 75.3 -0.1 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virainia 

61.2 60.7 -0.5 
50.0 50.5 0.5 
57.8 58.1 0.3 
75.0 75.3 0.3 

Wisconsin 60.5 59.3 -1.2 
Wyoming 64.5 64.9 0.4 

Note 1: The “FMAP” columns 1 and 2 are based on the Bureau’s official population counts for 1990 and 
the PES  adjusted counts, The FMAPs  were calculated in the following way: Personal income for each 
state was averaged using the state’s personal income for 1987 through 1989; the 3-year average of 
personal income was then divided by the population to form per capita income, which then entered Into 
the FMAP  formula as follows: 

(1 - .45 (state per capita income / U.S. per capita income)*) 

U.S. per capita income is the ratio of the sum of the 3-year average of personal Income to the sum of the 
states’ populations, 

Note 2: Under the Social Security Act, Title XIX, as amended, the federal share for matching state 
expenditures for medical care may range from 50 percent to 83 percent. 

aArizona does not particrpate. 

Source: Letter to Senator Pete V. Domenici and Representative Stephen H. Schiff from GAO’s Drrector, 
Human Services Pol icy and Management Issues, HRD, August 1, 1991 (B-244990). 
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Appendix III 

Major Contributors to This Report 

General Governmedt William M. Hunt, Assistant Director, Government Information and Sta- 
tistics Issues 

Division, Washington, Timothy A. Bober, Evaluator-in-Charge 

D.C. J. Christopher Mihm, Senior Evaluator 
Gregory Dybalski, Senior Economist 
Jack Kaufman, Adviser 

Human Resources Jerry C. Fastrup, Assistant Director, Human Services Policy and Man- 

Division, Washington, 
agement Issues 

Robert Dinkelmeyer, Economist 

DC. 
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